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I- Real Party in Interest (37 C.F.R. §41.37(c)(l)(i)) 

The real party in interest in the present appeal is Microsoft Corporation, the 
assignee of the present application. 

II. Related Appeals and Interferences (37 £.FJR> §41-37(c)(l)(ii)) 

Appellant, appellant's legal representative, and/or the assignee of the present 
application are not aware of any appeals or interferences which may be related to, will 
directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in the 
pending appeal. 

III. Status of Claims (37 CF.R. §4l.37(c)(l)(iii)) 

Claims 1-20 stand rejected by the Examiner. Claims 21-54 have been withdrawn. 
The rejection of claims 1 -20 is being appealed. 

IV. Status of Amendments (37 CF.R. §4l.37(c)(l)(iv)) 

No amendments have been entered subsequent to the Final Office Action dated 
June 3, 2005. 

V. Summary of Claimed Subject Matter (37 CF.R. §41.37(c)(l)(v)) 
Independent Claim 1 

Independent claim 1 recites a notification system, comprising: a monitor that 
monitors likely available states of an entity; and a bounding system that classifies a 
notification to the entity according to a predefined protocol and the likely available states, 
the bounding system facilitating deferral of the notification based at least in part on the 
notification classification. (See e.g, 3 page 7, lines 1 1-21, page 8, line 6-page 10, line 18, 
page 13, lines 18-30, and page 20, line 9-page 21, line 26). 
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VI- Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed (37 C.F.R. §41.37(c)(l)(vi)) 

A. Claims 1-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) as being anticipated 
by Aravamudan et ah (US 6,301,609). 

VIL Argument (37 C-F.R, §41.37(c)(l)(vii)) 

A, Rejection of Claims 1-20 Under 35 U.S.C 6102frt 
Claims 1-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Aravamudan et al (US 6,301,609). This rejection should be reversed for at least the 
following reasons. Aravamudan et ah does not disclose or suggest each and every 
limitation set forth in the subject claims. 

A single prior art reference anticipates a patent claim only 
if it expressly or inherently describes each and every 
limitation set forth in the patent claim. Trintec Industries, 
Inc. v. Top-U.S.A. Corp., 295 F.3d 1292, 63 USPQ2d 1597 
(Fed. Cir. 2002); See Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of 
California, 814 F*2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. 
Cir. 1987). The identical invention mast be shown in as 
complete detail as is contained in the ... claim. 
Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 9 USPQ2d 
1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989) (emphasis added). 

Appellant's claimed invention relates to a system and method for reducing the 
disruption costs associated with notifying a user of messages and/or alerts, and 
particularly, to a system and method to minimize dismptiveness of notifications from 
various communications modalities via bounded deferral policies associated with a 
notification platform architecture. More specifically, the claimed invention provides a 
notification system that monitors likely states that an entity can be in, whereupon the 
notification system can utilize a bounding system to classify notifications received, 
according to a predefined protocol and the monitored likely available states, to facilitate 
deferral of the notification based at least in part on the notification classification 
determined by the bounding system. To this end independent claim 1 recites: the 
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bounding systemfacffitating deferral of the notification based at least in part on the 
notification classification. Aravamudan et a!, does not disclose, teach or suggest these 
novel aspects of the invention as claimed. 

Aravamudan et ah relates to use of instant messaging in conjunction with access 
to data and communication network channels and modes. The Examiner, in the Final 
Office Action, contends that the cited document provides a bounding system that 
facilitates deferral of notifications based at least in part on the notification classification, 
at coL 2, lines 25-49, col. 5, line 53-col. 6, line 12, and col. 6, line 64^coL 7, line 20. 
Appellant's legal representative avers to the contrary. CoL 2, lines 25-49 discloses that a 
user can create groupings of associates and assign specific priority attributes to particular 
associates within these groups. Under this conception, associates that are assigned to the 
lowest grouping will never communicate directly with the user, but rather will 
communicate directly with a user proxy registered to the user, while associates assigned 
to the highest grouping will always be afforded direct communication with the user when 
the user is online, or through the user's proxy when the user is offline. CoL 5 3 line 53- 
coL 6, line 12, provides that when a user receives an incoming communication, the 
communication is directed by a services executive to the device at which the user can 
currently be reached. Additionally, col. 6, line 64-col. 7, line 20, discloses that when a 
user initially logs onto a network utilizing one of the user's client premises equipment 
devices, that the client software installed in the accessed client premises equipment 
detects network connectivity and generates a message indicating the user's online status 
and current address. It would appear therefore that Aravamudan et al discloses a system 
by which a user can create groupings of associates wherein each associate is assigned (by 
a user) a discretionary priority level that determines whether messages from a particular 
associate are communicated directly to the user when the user is online, or directly to the 
user's proxy when the user is offline. 

The Examiner in the Response to Arguments section of the Final Office Action, 
as well as in the subsequent Advisory Action, nevertheless asserts that Aravamudan et al 
discloses the novel aspects of the claimed invention at col. 10, lines 25-35. Appellant's 
legal representative disagrees and asserts that the Examiner is contextuaily misconstruing 
the paragraph (coL 10, lines 16-51) within which the noted passage is located, and further 
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is mischaracterizing the information contained therein. Col 10, lines 16-51 relates 
specifically to the situation where a user defines a buddy as being a low priority buddy. 
In this particular situation, the cited passage states that a low priority buddy will not be 
able to discern the user's presence online, but nevertheless such a low priority Buddy will 
be able to always communicate and interact with the user via the user's proxy, Le. 9 the 
proxy will always appear available to the low priority buddy, whether or not the user is 
online or offline. It would appear that the passage indicated by the Examiner rather than 
facilitating deferral of the notification based at least in part on the notification 
classification, discloses how and when communications between low priority buddies 
and the user are to be redirecte4 to the user's proxy. It is submitted that redirecting 
unwanted communications to a proxy (in effect a bit bucket) that is always available, 
does not constitute deferral of a notification as would be understood by one ordinarily 
skilled in the art. Rather it is submitted, one of ordinary skill in the art on reading the 
subject claim language would deduce that appellant's claimed invention defers or 
postpones/delays the delivery of the notification to the user to some later date and time, 
instead of redirecting the notification to a proxy which the putative user may never be 
notified about. 

In view of at least the foregoing comments, it is readily apparent that the cited 
document does not disclose or suggest deferral of notifications based at least in part on 
the notification classification as recited in the subject claim. Accordingly, the rejection 
of independent claim 1 (and claims that depend there from) should be reversed. 
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B. Conclusion 

For at least the above reasons, the claims currently under consideration are 
believed to be patentable over the cited references. Accordingly, it is respectfully 
requested that the rejections of claims 1-20 be reversed. 

If any additional fees are due in connection with this document, the 
Commissioner is authorized to charge those fees to Deposit Account No. 50-1 063. 



AMIN & TUROCY, LLP 

24 th Floor, National City Center 
1900 East 9 th Street 
Telephone: (216)696-8730 
Facsimile: (216)696-8731 



Respectfully submitted, 

AMIN & TUROCY, LLP 




Jeffrey R/Sadlowski 
Reg. No. 47,914 
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VIII. Claims Appendix (37 C.F.R. §41.37(c)(l)(vffl)) 

1 . A notification system, comprising: 

a monitor that monitors likely available states of an entity; and 
a bounding system that classifies a notification to the entity according to a 
predefined protocol and the likely available stales, the bounding system facilitating 
deferral of the notification based at least in part on the notification classification. 

2. The system of claim 1 , wherein the bounding system is a subscription service 
provided at a notification source that enables users to tag notifications according to a 
predefined priority, 

3. The system of claim 2, wherein the predefined priority is assigned based upon the 
happening of a condition. 

A, The system of claim 2, further comprising a subscription user interface to enable 
users to configure attributes of a notification. 

5. The system of claim 4, wherein the attributes are defined in a notification schema. 

6. The system of claim 5, the notification schema further comprising at least one of a 
notification class, a source, a source assigned priority, a sender, a target, one or more 
content components, a relevant context, and advanced attributes. 

7. The system of claim 5, further comprising a preferences profile for assigning 
priority based upon settings in the notification schema. 

8. The system of claim 7, further comprising a notification preferences editor to 
enable users to configure the preferences profile. 
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9. The system of claim 8, wherein the notification preference editor enables users to 
configure at least one of a context, a source type, a contact class, and a notification agent 
policy for directing received notifications. 

1 0. The system of claim 9, wherein the context includes at least one of a calendar, 
time of day 3 and a device activity. 

1 1 . The system of claim 9 S wherein the source type includes at least one of a human 
contact and an automated alert. 

12. The system of claim 9, wherein the contact class includes at least one of key 
associates, family, and an IuAddress Book, 

1 3. The system of claim 1 , wherein the monitor derives context from at least one of a 
calendar, a time of day, a device activity, and a user location. 

14. The system of claim 13, wherein the monitor determines the likely available states 
from the derived context 

1 5. The system of claim 1 , wherein the likely available states are determined from at 
least one of an indication by the user, an office setting, an environment setting, an activity 
setting 3 and a driving setting. 

1 6. The system of claim 1, further comprising a notification agent that directs 
notifications from one or more sources to one or more notification sinks based at least in 
part on the predefined protocol and the likely available states. 

1 7. The system of claim 1 , wherein the bounding system is a priorities system that 
automatically assigns priorities to notifications. 

1 8. The system of claim 1 7, wherein the priorities are assigned via a classifier. 
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1 9. The system of claim I , further comprising a max deferral setting that is associated 
with a notification priority to enable at least one of a delivery of the notification at a time- 
out of the max deferral, and deferral of the notification to the likely available free state. 

20. The system of claim 19, further comprising a setting to enable designated 
notifications to at least one of be passed-through, and restricted during designated 
periods. 

DC Evidence Appendix (37 C.F.R. §41 37(c) (l)(ix)) 
None. 

X* Related Proceedings Appendix (37 CFJft- §41 J7(c)(l)(x)) 

None. 
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